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Now, all of a sudden, as reported in

yesterday’s paper, we are confronted
with this dramatic conversion in the
national intelligence estimate from
one that only a year ago said we were
under a threat of nuclear attack within
5 years to one that now says there is no
problem for the next 15 years. This is
very disturbing because to most people,
it is surely an implausible conclusion.

If you look at the hits that have been
taken on the budget that Senator KYL
was talking about, the only real reduc-
tion that we have had during this ad-
ministration is in our military capabil-
ity. We have consistently, time and
time again each year for 10 consecutive
years, reduced our military spending
while all other spending has gone up.

The Senator from Arizona quoted
President Kennedy. The more I hear
quotes of President Kennedy, the more
he sounds like a present-day Repub-
lican. He did make the statements that
Senator KYL mentioned. But he also
recognized back in 1961, when he devel-
oped his first budget, that we had to
have a strong national defense. And the
first budget under President Kennedy
had 50 percent for military and 30 per-
cent for human resources. Today, in
the budget we have, only 17 percent is
for military and defense and 60 percent
is for human resources. So it is just re-
versed, and yet we are saying this at a
time when some would like to lull the
American people into believing that
there is no threat out there when, in
fact, we know that there is. So it may
be only a handful of us in the Senate
who are going to do our very best to
keep America strong. And, again, I
would reiterate my concern about what
was reported in the article that just
came out in yesterday’s paper. I am
personally outraged that this critically
important estimate of the threat to
our national security has been totally
reversed from previous estimates seem-
ingly just to support a position that
the President is holding.

I yield the floor.
Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent to speak as if in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

POTENTIAL THREAT OF NUCLEAR
MISSILES

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I com-
pliment the Senator from Oklahoma
for his remarks on the report in the
Washington Times concerning the po-
tential threat of ballistic missiles from
not only North Korea but other nations
around the world, and the apparent
modification of the threat estimate
from our security agencies.

Both of us sit on the Intelligence
Committee and are well aware of the
work that goes into our national intel-
ligence estimates, well aware of the
difficulty in gathering information and

analyzing it, and the difficulty really
of discussing the analysis in a way that
does not compromise our ability to
gather that information.

The public does need to know that
the factual information acquired over
the years about the potential threat
specifically from North Korea led to
some conclusions in 1995 that were very
disturbing. The Senator from Okla-
homa just reiterated several of them.

I would add that Admiral Studeman,
then the acting Director, testified pub-
licly a year ago that the North Koreans
could be expected to deploy a missile
within 3 to 5 years and that that mis-
sile could reach the United States of
America. Why this is important is that
some Members of the Congress have
used a revision in the intelligence esti-
mate to say there is no problem and
therefore we do not need to fund ballis-
tic missile defense.

A year ago, the national intelligence
estimate clearly would have led any-
body to the conclusion that we needed
to move forward with ballistic missile
defense. Now, a year later, the esti-
mate is that that is not necessarily re-
quired because countries like North
Korea may not be in a position to de-
ploy a missile that could harm the
United States as early as we thought.
But the facts have not changed, and
that is what disturbs Senator INHOFE;
it is what disturbs me. If the facts have
not changed, what has changed? Has
there been a change in the methodol-
ogy of the assessment? If so, I am not
aware of it. I intend to find out. Might
there be other considerations for reach-
ing a different conclusion based on the
same information?

I know the newspaper article specu-
lated that politics could be involved. I
would find it very hard to believe that
the Central Intelligence Agency would
permit that to happen. But something
happened. And I think we have to find
out because in this matter we are talk-
ing about the most serious possible
consequences. It is literally a potential
life and death situation.

If, in fact, according to our intel-
ligence estimates, countries that are
unfriendly to the United States are
going to develop capabilities that they
could use against us in the very near
future, we have to be prepared to deal
with that, period. If, on the other hand,
that threat is further away than we
originally thought, we have a little bit
more flexibility in determining when
and how to respond. But it is important
that the information be real and that
it not be subjected to rose-colored fil-
ters of some kind either based upon
hope or based upon politics.

As I said, I cannot believe that any-
body in the administration would skew
the analysis of such an important mat-
ter just in order to cause the Congress
not to move forward robustly with the
ballistic missile defense system. That
is why Senator INHOFE and I and others
are going to get to the bottom of this
and determine whether or not there is
a reason for the change in the esti-
mate.

But the interesting part of this, Mr.
President, is that it probably does not
matter one way or the other in the
sense that, if we began today to get on
with the job of developing and deploy-
ing an effective ballistic missile de-
fense system, it still would not be
ready by the time the threat is said to
exist.

Mr. INHOFE. Would the Senator
yield?

Mr. KYL. We need to move forward
as robustly as we can.

I would be glad to.
Mr. INHOFE. I was hoping it would

come out that the Defense authoriza-
tion bill would have put us in the posi-
tion to deploy a system, a very crude
system, a very basic system, by the
year 2003. The estimates are that this
would actually be 2 years beyond the
time when the threat would exist, so
we would still have 2 years of vulner-
ability. I believe I am correct when I
say that.

Mr. KYL. The Senator is absolutely
correct, which is why it makes it so
important for the Senator from Okla-
homa to have brought this to the Sen-
ate floor today. Even if you assume the
most conservative estimate—or I
should say the most liberal estimate—
of the time that the threat will be
there, we are still not moving forward
to meet that threat.

Mr. INHOFE. If the Senator would
yield further, it is also very important,
any time a discussion or debate takes
place like this, to remind the American
people and ourselves in this body that
we have a system that is about 80 to 85
percent paid for right now. We have ap-
proximately $40 billion already in-
vested in the Navy’s Aegis system that
we are merely trying to upgrade to
reach into the upper tier.

I would have to say that what offends
me more than anything else, because I
watch it at work, are the liberals who
do not want to invest any money at all
in a national defense system, referring
to it as star wars because what you get
in your head when you hear ‘‘star
wars’’ is that it is some kind of an
image of something from Buck Rog-
ers—some of you may not remember
that—or science fiction, when in fact
anyone who was watching CNN during
the Persian Gulf war knows the tech-
nology is there. This is something for
which the technology is here.

We are almost there. It is a matter of
spending a little more, about 10 percent
more than what we have already spent
to be able to defend ourselves against
missile attack.

I did not really become wrapped up in
this issue, Mr. President, until the
bombing took place in my State of
Oklahoma. I saw all the disaster sur-
rounding that. I watched and heard the
stories, and I knew people who were in
there, people later found to be dead. I
looked at that and I thought, that
bomb was equal to 1 ton of TNT. The
smallest nuclear warhead that we
know of today is 1,000 times that size.

If you multiply the disaster that the
whole world grieved over in Oklahoma
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City, multiply that by 1,000, it gives
you some idea. Maybe it is the fact
that this magnitude is more than we
can comprehend. I do not know.

Mr. KYL. If I could make another
comment. Perhaps the Senator from
Oklahoma would want to add to this,
too.

Let us go back a little bit and put
this in perspective. The weapon that
killed 28 Americans in Saudi Arabia
during the gulf war was a conventional
explosive organ, just high explosives
they call it, and yet the single largest
number of American casualties oc-
curred in that one instant. And 28
Americans died when that 1 Scud mis-
sile hit the barracks in Saudi Arabia.
That was a relatively crude Scud mis-
sile with a range of maybe 300 miles or
thereabouts.

The point is that every year coun-
tries learn how to cause their missiles
to go farther and farther and farther,
and they put heavier payloads on them,
and they make them more accurate in
terms of where they will fall.

What our intelligence has been tell-
ing us about the North Korean missile
is that they are on a subsequent gen-
eration now. They have already devel-
oped missiles that will go these inter-
mediate distances. They are working
on missiles that will go farther and far-
ther and farther. So what we are trying
to do is estimate just when will it be
that they will have advanced to the
point that they can deliver that war-
head all the way to the United States?
We cannot tell that with precision. We
do not know when that will happen.
But the information we had suggested
they were now getting along to the
point where it would be perhaps within
3 to 5 years that they had that capabil-
ity. That is what we are talking about
here.

Mr. INHOFE. Would the Senator
yield on that point?

Mr. KYL. Yes.
Mr. INHOFE. I think that is interest-

ing because it was a week ago today in
the New York Times that a story came
out about China, making reference to
the fact that they were talking about
possible missile attacks against Tai-
wan. But do not worry, they said, be-
cause the Americans are not going to
go to Taiwan’s defense because they
are more concerned about Los Angeles
than they are about Taipei.

What does that tell you? Certainly
there is an interpretation on that that
could be very close to a warning to us.
It just bothers me that we in this coun-
try have adopted a policy, just during
this administration and specifically
this year, that we are going to be
downgrading our nuclear capability,
our missile technology, our capability
when, as the Senator from Arizona
states, the rest of the countries are
raising theirs up.

If there is one lesson from the Per-
sian Gulf war that the American people
learned, it is that the leader of that
country is capable of doing anything. If
he had a missile, I do not doubt that

most people in America believe he
would use it.

Mr. KYL. If the Senator from Okla-
homa would like to respond to this: Is
it not a fact that Saddam Hussein said
that if he had had the bomb, he would
have used it? I know Muammar Qadhafi
said that, the leader of Libya.

Mr. INHOFE. Yes.
Mr. KYL. It seems to me Saddam

Hussein said the same thing.
May I ask the Senator another ques-

tion?
Mr. INHOFE. He went on to say, ‘‘If

we waited, if the war was 2 years from
now, we would have the capability.’’

Mr. KYL. The nuclear capability.
Mr. INHOFE. Yes.
Mr. KYL. Suppose it is 3 or 4 years

from now and the North Koreans have
a missile which has enough range now
to finally hit the continental United
States or even, Mr. President, Alaska
or Hawaii—maybe even just Japan, al-
though presumably they are already
there. North Korea clearly could get
into Japan at this point.

But suppose they had a missile that
could get to Hawaii or Alaska, and
they decide that they have had it with
Taiwan, that they have threatened Tai-
wan long enough and it is time for
them to incorporate Taiwan into
China, not only in a rhetorical and po-
litical sense, but in an actual and mili-
tary sense; therefore, they are going to
threaten Taiwan with obliteration if it
does not agree to become an effective
part of the Chinese Government—they
call themselves a state now, but they
are not subject to the government in
Beijing—suppose that China begins rat-
tling its sword and says, ‘‘We are now
going to do this,’’ and Taiwan has to go
along. And the United States says,
‘‘No. We have a treaty obligation, or
we have obligations, in any event, if
not rising to the level of a treaty,
which have commitments to Taiwan to
protect them in the event you attack.’’
And the North Koreans say, or the Chi-
nese, either one, says, ‘‘Well, we have
weapons that we know can reach Alas-
ka and Hawaii, and you know that, too.
So we would suggest that you not step
in the way of China taking over Tai-
wan or step in the way of North Korea
taking over South Korea,’’ whatever
the target between China and North
Korea would be.

What do you think the United States
would do in that event, if we knew that
if the Chinese taking over Taiwan or
the North Koreans taking over South
Korea could launch a missile against
the United States and we could not
stop them? Would we intervene mili-
tarily to protect South Korea against
North Korea or Taiwan against China?

Mr. INHOFE. I will respond to the
Senator from Arizona. It is even more
complicated than that, assuming we
continue our present course of blindly
adhering this to the provisions of the
ABM Treaty. Taking the same sce-
nario, if we have an Aegis ship in Sea
of Japan, and two missiles are
launched from, say, China or North

Korea—one bound for Taiwan and one
bound for Los Angeles, we could very
well be in the adsurd position of being
fully able to intercept the one bound
for Taiwan, but not the one bound for
Los Angeles, because that would be a
violation of the ABM Treaty.

We have debated this before as to the
fact that the ABM Treaty does not
have valid application today. In fact, it
was Henry Kissinger, the architect of
the treaty, who said to me—and you
can quote me, he said, ‘‘It’s nuts to
make a virtue out of our vulner-
ability.’’

So this is the environment that we
are dealing with. I am very thankful to
the leadership of the Senator from Ari-
zona and a few others who share our
concern over the vulnerability of the
United States.

Mr. KYL. I appreciate the Senator
from Oklahoma bringing this issue up.
I also know that the Senator in the
chair, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, has a very strong voice speaking
in favor of the development and de-
ployment of the U.S. ballistic missile
defense system, and I thank him.
f

AGRICULTURAL MARKET
TRANSITION ACT OF 1996

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. CRAIG. May I inquire of the
Chair what is the current order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is S. 1541, the farm
bill.

Mr. CRAIG. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). The Senator from Idaho is recog-
nized.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, earlier
this afternoon, I spoke on the floor of
the importance of this Senate dealing
with farm policy in a timely manner
that sends the appropriate signals to
American agriculture of what they can
expect in the reform policy that the
104th Congress is proposing.

This afternoon, I earlier spoke of the
commodity programs and how they
would be affected as we move with pro-
duction agriculture much closer to the
market and away from a Government
program with which to farm.

There is a good deal more that Gov-
ernment can do for agriculture and
still stay out of the business of telling
them what to grow and how to grow it,
because I think that is the responsibil-
ity of the family farmer, and I think
that family farmer, or anybody in agri-
culture today, ought to be attuned to
the market and ought to be farming to
the market and deciding what his or
her business may be, to what the world
needs and what our consuming public
needs than what a Government pro-
gram will provide them or not provide
them in telling them what to do.

In other words, what I am saying, Mr.
President, is there are legitimate roles
for the Federal Government in its asso-
ciation with agriculture. I think some
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